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PARK COUNTY, MONTANA (See also responses to Paul Kruse, Representative of Cooperating Counties)
Cover letter. Re: Flawed NPS process.  There is a desire on the part of NPS to cooperate.  The effectiveness of the process used in this EIS relative to
cooperating agencies is subject to debate, especially given the short time frames.  Early on, NPS intended to invite the three states surrounding the parks to
participate as cooperating agencies in developing the EIS.  NPS believed the states could provide information on impacts to natural resources and local and
regional economies.  Without consulting with NPS, CEQ opined to a Wyoming Senator that counties also should act as cooperating agencies in this process.
Thus NPS was faced with working with seven cooperating agencies, several of which had never before participated in a NEPA process as cooperators.  Due to
the schedule set by the settlement agreement, NPS had little time to work with cooperating agencies on what was expected of them in that role.  This includes
disagreements about the nature of special expertise in the NEPA process, and the burden of the cooperator in providing it.  As a result, the cooperators often
acted as though the relationship was one where the NPS was to provide information to them, instead of the reverse.  NPS regrets the way that this relationship
has evolved, owing in large part to the short time frame for environmental analysis.  NPS notes that Mr. Paul Kruse, designated representative for cooperating
counties, states in his letter that the counties provided detailed socio-economic analysis and that NPS ignored the input.  This is definitely not the case.  It is
clear that roles and expectations in the process were, and are, not well understood, despite the cooperating agreements that were negotiated and signed.
Attachment to cover letter, County survey.  NPS acknowledges receipt of the survey and will refer to it as appropriate in the FEIS.


